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ABSTRACT
In this study we examined to what extent different combinations of parent–
child relationships explain adolescents’ moral values and whether the influ-
ence of school and peers predicts moral values. We also investigated
whether anticipated shame and anticipated guilt predict moral values. A
convenience sample of 1,120 adolescents, including 120 adolescents in
youth custody, was used. Results suggest that combinations of parent–
child relationships do not predict moral values, that school and peers are
significant predictors of adolescents’ moral values, and anticipated shame
and guilt do not consistently and equally predict moral values. Results were
highly similar for boys and girls.
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Numerous criminologists support the assumption that having low conventional beliefs (e.g. Hirschi
1969), definitions favorable to the violation of law (Akers 1998), or low moral values (e.g. Ivert et al.
2018; Svensson, Pauwels, and Weerman 2010), plays a central role in the explanation of crime. Yet,
as some scholars suggest, the concept of morality has been largely ignored in criminological inquiries
(Wikström 2010, 2017). This discrepancy seems odd when one looks at how the key construct of
moral values (or moral beliefs) and morality are measured. Scholars commonly consider how right
or wrong it is to conduct some kinds of behavior. An increasing number of studies also report that
not only moral values but also moral emotions, such as anticipated feelings of shame and guilt, are
negatively associated with offending (e.g. Rebellon et al. 2010; Svensson, Pauwels, and Weerman
2017a). Wikström et al. (2012) have argued that personal evaluation of norms, backed up by moral
emotions like shame and guilt together represent morality much better than each separate dimen-
sion. Many scholars have argued that the way people come to acquire specific moral rules and related
moral emotions is part of a moral education process during which socialization agents such as
family, peers, and school play an important role (e.g. Grusec 2011; Wikström et al. 2012). An
increasing number of studies have investigated the relationships between these socialization agents as
determinants of moral values and moral emotions (Pauwels and Svensson 2010;
Svensson, Robert, Pauwels, Weerman, Gerben, and Bruinsma 2017b).
Several studies have examined relationships between moral emotions and moral values or measures
of the bonds with socialization agents (e.g. Malti et al. 2013; Tangney and Dearing 2002). However,
with the exception of a study by Svensson, Robert, Pauwels, Weerman, Gerben, and Bruinsma (2017b),
we are unaware of any study that has tested the statistical effects of three major socialization agents –
family, school, and peers – simultaneously and distinguished between the dimensions of morality, that
is, moral values, anticipated shame, and anticipated guilt. Further, social bonds with socialization
agents, especially with parents, have been largely investigated in terms of “good or bad” attachment.
The complexity of social bonds and underlying mechanisms that may explain relationships between
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these bonds and delinquency are rarely investigated (e.g. Svensson 2004), yet knowledge could be
gained by studying how these bonds are established through a combination of relationships (Weerman
1998). Further, existing studies that have examined anticipated shame have failed to differentiate
between the significant others toward whom one feels ashamed (parents, teachers, and peers).
Furthermore, although a well-established gender gap exists in terms of crime involvement (e.g. De Coster,
Heimer, and Cumley 2013; Jennings et al. 2010), a number of studies have shown that common factors can
explain crime involvement for both males and females (Ivert et al. 2018). However, few studies that have
addressed socialization agents and morality have investigated to what extent relationships and mechanisms
between these factors are similar for boys and for girls (e.g. Svensson, Robert, Pauwels, Weerman, Gerben,
andBruinsma 2017b). And finally, nearly all studies interested in these factors have concentrated on community-
based samples (i.e. adolescent students), yet we know that adolescents who tend toward serious offending do not
attend school regularly (e.g. Remacle, Jaspart, andDe Fraene 2012). This specificity could lead tomisinformation
about this more problematic population and to over- or underestimate some factors or mechanisms.
This study’s main research question is: ‘are different combinations of parent–child relationships
associated with differences in moral values, and what is the effect of other socialization agents (school
and peers) and also of anticipated moral emotions on moral values?’ This study used latent class analysis
(LCA) to investigate specific combinations of parent–child relationships in a sample of adolescents from
schools and adolescents from juvenile detention centers. LCA, rarely used in criminology, enables one to
study the effect of specific combinations of variables on a specific outcome. This study used multinomial
logistic regressions (MLR) to investigate whether belonging to one of these combinations, and also
whether socialization agents such as school and peers, statistically predict adherence to conventional
moral values (with moral values as a dependent variable), separately for boys and for girls. Finally, this
study investigated to what extent moral emotions of anticipated guilt and anticipated shame (distin-
guishably toward parents, teachers, and peers) statistically predict moral values. This study was guided by
developmental ecological models that posited that socialization agents that are dependent on the socio-
logical characteristics of communities influence the development of moral norms and moral emotions
(e.g. Bronfenbrenner 1979; Gorman-Smith, Tolan, and Henry 1999; Wikström 2017).
Theoretical framework
Moral values is a central concept in criminological theory and research (e.g. Agnew and White 1992; Reckless
1967; Sutherland 1947). In the framework of situational action theory (SAT), morality (or overall moral
propensity, in the language of SAT) is regarded as the main individual-level cause of crime; moral propensity
explains why some people do not perceive the commitment of crime as an action alternative (e.g. Wikström
2010). Themost important elements of moral propensity aremoral values and themoral emotions of shame and
guilt. SAT considers crimes as acts ofmoral rule breaking. Crime is an outcomeof a perception–choice process, that
is, a “process of perceiving action alternatives andmaking choice in relation to amotivation” (Wikström et al. 2012:
11). This process is guided by the interaction between a person’s crime propensity and a criminogenic exposure.
The major component of a person’s crime propensity is his or her morality (moral values and moral emotions).
A person’s moral values and moral emotions, in combination with the moral characteristics of the setting in
which an action takes place, act as amoral filter in the perception of opportunities to offend: a person with a law-
abiding (or conventional) morality will not tend to see crime as an alternative action (Wikström 2010). Several
empirical (partial) tests of SAT show that moral values and offending are negatively associated (e.g. Ivert et al.
2018; Svensson, Pauwels, and Weerman 2010, 2017a; Svensson et al. 2013).
A person’s moral values and moral emotions result from a socialization process (Elias et al. 2008;
Wikström and Sampson 2003).1 A successful socialization process will lead to the internalization of
1When we use the concept of socialization, we do not suggest that moral norms are mainly the product of learning processes, i.e.
we reject the ‘Blank Slate view’ (Pinker 2004) and recognize the importance of biosocial interactions as ‘causes of the causes’ of
crime. In line with evolutionary biology, humans’ capacity for morality can be seen as a consequence of the need to cooperate
(Krebs 2011; Tomasello 2016).
2 J. GRÉGOIRE AND L. J. R. PAUWELS
moral norms and the development of a moral sense (Svensson et al. 2013). On the contrary, a poor
socialization process will negatively affect internalization and development of moral norms and
moral emotions. According to Wikström et al. (2012), social institutions, such as family, school, and
peers are major driving forces in the development of morality.2 The bioecological model of
Bronfenbrenner and colleagues (Bronfenbrenner and Ceci 1994; Bronfenbrenner and Morris 2006)
also maintain that children evolve in different social environments that influence each other, and
together, form a moral context. To capture the complexity of social bonds, one must study
combinations of dimensions (Weerman 1998).
Family is considered to be the primary socialization agent and the most influential in the develop-
ment of moral values and emotions (e.g. Grusec 2011; Lewis 1992; Tangney and Dearing 2002;
Weerman 1998). School and peers are secondary socialization agents (e.g. Gecas 2000; Svensson,
Pauwels, and Weerman 2017a; Svensson et al. 2013). While the primary socialization agent lays the
foundation for the socialization process, secondary socialization agents consolidate or adjust these
moral values and emotions. Effective parenting leads to the internalization of conventional norms and
a moral sense of what is right or wrong, including feelings of guilt and shame when committing
a crime (Hardy, Padilla-Walker, and Carlo 2008; Tangney and Dearing 2002).
It is assumed that the school social bond will consolidate this process. At school, youths learn
skills and attitudes, and also norms and values that they further internalize (Svensson, Pauwels,
and Weerman 2017a). School is assumed to adjust or consolidate not only moral values but also
moral emotions (shame and guilt) previously and concurrently learned from parents (e.g. Gecas
2000). But to integrate the routine law-conforming expectations of schools, more specifically of
teachers, youths need to be connected with them, or in other words, attached (Hirschi 1969).
Although family and school are considered to be “vertical” socialization agents because external
authority is linked to obedience, respect for social order, and convention, friends are a “horizontal”
socialization agent usually marked by reciprocity and group solidarity instead of authority (Horn,
Daddis, and Killen 2008).3
During adolescence, youths build new emotional relationships, and peer groups exert increasing
influence as their role in the adolescents’ life becomes more important (Hart and Carlo 2005;
Weerman 2004). As such, norms and values of other youths will have a significant influence on
the moral values and emotions of the adolescent. Youths normally prefer to associate with others
who share similar norms and values (e.g. Hirschi 1969; Sampson and Laub 1993), and this preference
(captured by control theory’s adagium ‘birds of a feather flock together’) consolidates adolescents’
moral values and emotions (Akers 1998; Rebellon et al. 2010). This process could also lead an
adolescent to adjust his or her moral values.
Moral values (or moral rules) can be defined as “what a person perceives as right or wrong to do”
(Wikström et al. 2012: 14), and moral emotions can be considered as the consequence of moral
values, or indicators of the strength of particular moral values (Wikström et al. 2012). Moral
emotions play a major role in guiding a person’s choice of behavior (Lewis 1992; Sheikh and Janoff-
Bulman 2010; Tangney and Dearing 2002). According to several authors, shame and guilt are the
most important moral emotions (e.g. Elster 1999; Tangney, Stuewig, and Mashek 2007).
Shame arises when an individual commits an act that breaches internalized norms and then feels
that he or she has failed to abide by the norms of the group (Elster 1999; Svensson 2004; Svensson
et al. 2013). The important issue here is not the act in itself, but the fact that the individual has
committed that act: the focus is on the individual’s perception of one’s self through the eyes of others
and their disapproval. Elster pointed out that “the anticipation of shame acts as a powerful regulator
of behavior” (1999, p.154). This is so because the anticipation of moral emotions makes individuals
aware of the potential costs of breaking moral rules.
2They also noted that these institutions have a different impact depending on the “person’s biological maturation and social and
cognitive development” (Wikström et al. 2012: 32). Nevertheless, biological factors are not discussed in this paper.
3Of course we recognize exceptions to this observation, e.g. in troublesome youth groups or gangs.
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Guilt emerges when an individual commits an act that breaches norms and values and then judges
this act of violation as morally wrong (Elster 1999). The individual feels he or she has failed to live up
to their own internalized moral rules. This feeling implies that an individual is able to differentiate
between what is morally right or wrong (Gecas 2001). Shame is often considered to be the most
painful and intensive emotion because it is related to the individual’s perception of the self, while
guilt is related to a specific act (Elster 1999).
Shame and guilt may have an effect without an actual act of rule breaking. Individuals may
anticipate moral emotions that can be associated with behavior (De Boeck, Pleysier, and Put 2017;
Tangney, Stuewig, and Mashek 2007). On the basis of their previous experiences, individuals learn
their positive and negative emotional reactions and can then anticipate their feelings (Baumeister,
Stillwell, and Heatherton 1994). Several studies have shown that anticipated feelings of shame and
guilt play an important role in restraining oneself from committing crimes (e.g. Rebellon et al. 2010;
Tangney and Dearing 2002; Tibbetts 2003), and most individuals strive to avoid these feelings
because they can be emotionally painful (e.g. Elster 1999; Tangney, Stuewig, and Mashek 2007).
Finally, while several scholars argue that male criminality and female criminality have to be
studied independently because the underlying causes differ (Blokland and Rianne 2010; Fontaine
et al. 2009), a significant number of studies show that common factors may explain the different
crime involvement of boys and girls and why boys engage more often in crime than girls do (De
Coster, Heimer, and Cumley 2013; Ivert et al. 2018; Meier 2010; Moffitt et al. 2001).4
Previous studies on socialization agents and moral emotions
To establish the importance of family as the first and most important socialization agent, numerous
studies have investigated the emotional relationship between parents and children through attach-
ment or bond with parents measures (e.g. Grusec 2011; Scheff 1997; Svensson et al. 2013). A secure
parent–child attachment influences a child’s well-being and is the base for a child’s healthy and
harmonious development (Bowlby 1982). It is well established that stronger bonds with parents are
associated not only with a stronger conviction to act in accordance with parents’ conventional rules
of conduct (Hirschi 1969), but also with a lower propensity to commit crimes (e.g. Svensson et al.
2013). Although for many years studies have shown that parental affection acts as a promotive factor
against criminal behaviors in their children (e.g. Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber 1986; McCord
1986), the mechanisms that explain relationships between attachment and delinquency have been
poorly investigated.
Criminological research has also investigated parental supervision in the family socialization
process (e.g. Hardy, Padilla-Walker, and Carlo 2008; Svensson, Pauwels, and Weerman 2017a;
Svensson et al. 2013), and has suggested that supervision is more effective when there is a positive
parent–child relationship (e.g. Grusec 2011; Steinberg 2001). Other factors key to the parental
socialization process are child disclosure and parental solicitation/concern (Stattin and Kerr 2000).
Stattin and Kerr (2000) revealed that child disclosure, that is, openly communicating without being
prompted, is a more important predictor of delinquent behavior than is parental control or super-
vision. Child disclosure implies trust and positive parent–child relationships that leads to commu-
nication. Stattin and Kerr (2000) also differentiate parental control and parental solicitation. Parental
control (or supervision) is about imposing rules and restrictions, while parental solicitation is about
asking questions. Although numerous criminological studies are interested in parent–child bonds (or
relationships), the complexity of this social bond and underlying mechanisms explaining relation-
ships between social bonds and delinquent behavior are rarely investigated (e.g. Svensson 2004).
To capture this complexity, on the basis of several researchers, Skinner, Johnson, and Snyder
(2005) listed a set of themes traced in various forms and identified central themes or dimensions.
Indeed, beyond attachment, in later childhood, the development of delinquent behavior has been
4The discussion between scholars on this topic is confused by different conceptions of causes or mechanisms (Wikström 2007).
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linked to other aspects of parenting (Hoeve et al. 2009). Skinner, Johnson, and Snyder (2005)
distinguish between six dimensions of parenting: warmth, rejection, structure, chaos, autonomy
support, and coercion. No other criminological research that we are aware of has used these
alternative dimensions simultaneously to investigate parental socialization. Warmth is the expression
of love, appreciation, kindness, and regard. As for Rejection, this dimension is the opposite of
warmth. Rejection is the expression of hostility, harshness, aversion, and explosiveness from parents.
Several studies underlined the role of such parental practices in explaining delinquent behaviors (e.g.
Pardini, Fite, and Burke 2008; Steinberg and Silk 2002), and some indicate that harsh parenting is
one of the most important predictors of delinquency (Tanner-Smith, Wilson, and Lipsey 2013).
Structure is not about control and rules, but is about “provision of information about pathways to
reach desired outcomes” (Skinner, Johnson, and Snyder 2005: 188), predictability, and consistence,
but also clear expectations. The opposite of structure is chaos. This goes beyond the lack of structure
and refers to noncontingency of parental behaviors, unpredictability, and arbitrariness. Scholars such
as Parker and Benson (2004) showed that high levels of parental involvement in structuring
children’s activities have been associated with lower rates of delinquency. When parents practice
autonomy support, they are encouraging freedom of action and expression, as well as independent
problem solving and choice. Contrary to this practice, coercion is about parental demand for strict
obedience, extending to overcontrolling and intrusive autocratic parenting. These two last dimen-
sions have been largely discussed by scholars such as Colvin, Cullen, and Ven (2002) in their theory
of differential coercion and social support (see also Colvin 2000; Cullen 1994). But, they conceptua-
lized coercion and social support more broadly than Skinner, Johnson, and Snyder (2005) did with
coercion and autonomy support. Thereby, the six-factor model of Skinner, Johnson, and Snyder
(2005) could be subsumed in the theoretical model of Colvin, Cullen, and Ven (2002).
Research increasingly recognizes the importance of using multiple dimensions, both positive and
negative, to identify parenting combinations and capture the complexity of parent–child relation-
ships (e.g. Kim et al. 2013; Nelson et al. 2011). Skinner, Johnson, and Snyder (2005) propose to use
the six dimensions in combination to create typologies of parenting.
Several criminological studies have shown anticipated shame and anticipated guilt to be nega-
tively related to offending (e.g. Rebellon et al. 2010; Wikström and Svensson 2008), meaning people
do not feel anticipatively ashamed or guilty for rule-breaking acts. Shame and guilt emerge during
socialization processes (e.g. Grusec 2011; Tangney and Dearing 2002) and are internalized. Once
internalized, the “anticipated” (fear of) shame causes an individual to restrain him- or herself from
committing a crime because they seek to live up to the standards and expectations of significant
others with whom they share norms and values. In other words, they fear social disapproval.
“Anticipated” (fear of) guilt prevents an individual from committing a criminal act because they
consider the act to be morally wrong (Svensson et al. 2013). “Anticipated” moral emotions, which
are personal expectations of shame and guilt in certain situations, may be indicators of an indivi-
dual’s moral values. Although several psychological studies have examined shame and guilt, the
study of both is rare in criminology (Svensson et al. 2013).
In the field of criminology research, while moral beliefs have been frequently studied (e.g.
Mazerolle and Piquero 1997; Tibbetts and Myers 1999) and underlined in some criminological
theories such as social control (Hirschi 1969) and social learning (Akers 1985), the key mechanisms
linking morals to delinquent behaviors and the operationalization of morals are rarely clearly
explained. According to Wikström and Treiber (2007), “[the] strength of a moral belief can be
characterized as ‘the intensity of the moral emotions: the potency of the feelings of guilt and shame if
violating a moral rule’” (p.246). Four major theories explicitly mention the role of moral emotions:
the SAT of Wikström et al. (2012), Wikström (2017) the Reintegrative Shaming Theory of
Braithwaite (1989) (Svensson, Pauwels, and Weerman 2017a), the Social Learning Theory of Akers
(0, 1998), and wide versions of Rational Choice Theory and behavioral economics (Opp and Pauwels
2018), where moral emotions are treated as (psychological) costs. However, they treat moral
emotions differently. Although early criminological research focused on shame and considered it
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to be the most important predictor of offending, recent research shows that guilt has a higher
predictive power in explaining offending in children and young adolescents (e.g. Pauwels and
Svensson 2015). Further, measures of shame vary among studies, and some studies that measured
shame were, in fact, measuring guilt (Svensson et al. 2013). This inconsistency may be the result of
differing operationalization of shame across studies. When examining anticipated shame, studies
generally do not distinguish between significant others: a single dimension is often assumed for
parents, teachers, and peers (e.g. Svensson, Pauwels, and Weerman 2017a; Wikström and Svensson
2008), which may lead to inconsistent results. When investigating the influence of different socia-
lization agents on individuals’ moral rules and moral emotions, as well as the underlying mechan-
isms, one must distinguish between significant others in terms of dimensions of anticipated shame in
order to achieve accurate results.
In addition to these theoretical considerations are gender considerations. Studying mechanisms
between gender-based socialization and morality is quite uncommon. To our knowledge, Svensson,
Pauwels, and Weerman (2017a), using data from a Dutch two-wave panel study, are the only
researchers to have investigated links between moral values and moral emotions regarding social
bonds with parents, school, and peers, while simultaneously investigating differences between boys
and girls, in terms of these same factors. Although they found that gender differences exist in the
level of morality, they found no large differences between boys and girls in the effect of socialization
variables on morality dimensions, and they suggest that similar factors explain crime propensity for
boys and for girls.
It appears that no criminological study has investigated the factors mentioned above using
a delinquent subsample. All previous studies used community-based samples, principally for ques-
tions of representation and reliability. However, although these studies are useful for reaching an
understanding of mechanisms or typologies of variables, it is well know that these samples collected
in schools underrepresent delinquents, notably because they do not regularly attend school (e.g.
Remacle, Jaspart, and De Fraene 2012), and that behavior patterns in community-based samples do
not generalize well to offenders’ samples (Piquero and Brame 2008).
In case of a convenience sample to study mechanisms or typologies, providing maximal hetero-
geneity is extremely important. Therefore, combining a delinquent subsample (e.g. a custodial
population) and a community-based sample would provide a heterogeneous sample regarding
delinquency, but also social bonds, and will enable to investigate parent–child relationships typol-
ogies more globally.
The present study
This study seeks to identify various combinations of adolescent boys and girls in a parent–child
relationship’s dyad that might predict low or high moral values and to determine to what extent
covariates such as anticipated shame, anticipated guilt, and socialization indicators for school and
peers predict low or high moral values. More specifically, this study aims to identify combinations of
parent–child relationships and then to investigate whether
H1. Combinations of parent–child relationships predict individual differences in moral values:
combinations associated with a promotive parent–child relationship are related to high adher-
ence to conventional moral values, and inversely for combinations associated with a detrimental
parent–child relationship.
H2. Anticipated moral emotions predict moral values: higher levels of anticipated guilt and
anticipated shame toward parents, teachers, and peers predict higher adherence to conventional
moral values.
H3. Socialization agents, such as school and peers, predict individual differences in moral values:
the stronger the school social bond, the higher the likelihood of adherence to conventional
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moral values, and the greater extent to which adolescents are exposed to peer delinquency, the
less likely they are to adhere to conventional moral values.
H4. Although effect sizes may be different for boys and for girls, we expect the results to be
quite similar for both boys and girls (same mechanism).
Methodology
Data
Participants
Data were collected between November 2015 and October 2016. In total, 1120 adolescents in
Belgium (52.8% girls, 47.2% boys) participated in the study. The sample comprised two subsamples:
one, adolescents from secondary schools (n = 1000; 56.1% girls, 43.9% boys) ages 14–18 (M = 15.93;
SD = 1.12), and two, adolescents in custody (n = 120; 75.0% boys, 25.0% girls) ages 13–19 (M =
15.79; SD = 1.41). An information sheet was distributed to adolescents that informed parents about
the study and stated that their children’s participation could be refused (passive informed consent).
For the subsample of adolescents from schools, 38 schools were contacted in the cities of Liège,
Verviers, and Charleroi (three large cities in the French-speaking region of Belgium); 18 schools
responded and 6 schools agreed to cooperate in the study. This subsample included a relatively high
proportion of adolescents with at least one or both parents a non-Belgian native (38.3%). The
majority of adolescents were involved in the highest form of education (68.2%), 28.6% were enrolled
in “technical education,” and 3.2% were enrolled in “vocational education.” Official register data
(ETNIC 2013–2014) are 51.9%, 24.9%, and 23.2%, respectively, for these forms of secondary
education in the cities of Liège, Verviers, and Charleroi. Because of the nonrandom selection of
schools in these cities, this subsample was not perfectly representative of Belgians from the French
region of the country but varied highly in terms of ethnicity and educational background.
For this school subsample, two methods, using the same questionnaire, were used for data
collection. The first method (48.2% of the school subsample) consisted of home completion of the
questionnaire via the Internet. This method was chosen to ensure voluntary participation and
nonbiased results. At each school, the researcher completed a 10-min presentation of the research
protocol in classes. A handout containing essential information about the research and a Web link
for home completion of the questionnaire was then distributed to adolescents. This first method led
to an overrepresentation of girls (66.7%) and of adolescents in the highest form of education
(89.4%).5 To rebalance this subsample, we used a second method that targeted adolescents enrolled
in technical and vocational education. This method consisted of a questionnaire administered to
classes (9–23 students), supervised by one researcher during a school period of about 50 min. This
procedure ensured monitoring and support of adolescents and an opportunity to directly answer any
question about the questionnaire. Questionnaires were provided with a paper-and-pencil method or
via Web support when computers were available. According to several authors, the use of either of
these methods of administration has little or no impact on answers (Lucia, Herrmann, and Killias
2007; Rosenbaum et al. 2006). The questionnaire items had relatively low nonresponse and missing
values (maximum 3.8%). Controlling for age, gender, and education form, there appeared to be no
significant effect of the method (at home or in class) on self-reported delinquent acts (p = .186) (one-
way ANCOVA).
For the (delinquent) subsample of adolescents in juvenile custody, the six juvenile detention
centers (one designed for girls and five for boys) situated in the French region of Belgium were
approached to cooperate in the study, and all accepted. This subsample includes a high proportion
5The percentage of respondents is difficult to compute with this method. We estimate this percentage between 10% and 15%.
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of ethnic minority adolescents (73.8%). The majority of adolescents came from the lowest form of
education (56.7%), 11.7% came from “technical education,” and 15.8% came from “general
education”; 9.2% reported being in a “specialized” form of education, meaning they did not
have their diploma in primary education, and 6.7% were out of school (not enrolled). These
adolescents came from various areas of Belgium (French region). For Brussels (the capital city of
Belgium) and the five provinces (Brabant-Wallon, Liège, Namur, Luxembourg, Hainaut) of the
French-speaking region of the country, the percentages were 48.7, 2.5, 18.5, 3.4, 11.8, and 15.1,
respectively, with one missing value. This subsample, which showed a level of delinquency higher
than that of the other subsample (higher prevalence and greater frequency of several delinquent
acts), was integrated to further investigate adolescents’ combinations. This subsample was not
representative of Belgians from the French region of the country, but it varied in terms of
ethnicity, education forms, and locations.
For this subsample, the same researcher went to juvenile custody facilities to collect data. She first
went to every open and closed unit to present the research protocol to adolescents. Unit by unit,
during a 10- to 15-min period, she explained the objectives of the research, its confidentiality, and
the voluntary nature of participation. Adolescents were then given a few days to decide to agree to
participate or not to participate. A few days later, adolescents were individually introduced to the
research protocol (on paper or via Internet) in a separate room with the researcher as the only other
person present. The time of completion varied from 50 to 90 min. Participants could choose to either
read the questionnaire themselves or have it read aloud by the researcher. The second solution,
considered to invoke better understanding (Marsee and Frick 2007), was chosen in 92.5% of cases
(111 out of 120 adolescents). In total, the research was presented to 213 young people (62 girls and
151 boys), and 30 girls (48.39%) and 90 boys (59.60%) agreed to participate (see Authors’ anonymity,
in press, for the pretest, details on units and on method and administration of questionnaire).
Because of the one-by-one procedure and high degree of monitoring and support by the researcher,
the questionnaire items had relatively low nonresponse and missing values (maximum 1.7%).
Our research was approved by the University of Liège ethics review board and by government
officials responsible for the juvenile detention facilities. An official letter from the university
requested permission to work with the juvenile detention centers.
Operationalization of key concepts
All constructs are summative scales of several items. These scales can be considered to be Likert-
type. Reliability analyses, indicating if measures consistently reflect the construct of interest, were
conducted to construct scales. Measures in the “parent–child relationships” section were used for
LCA on the entire sample (N = 1120), so one single alpha is provided for each scale. Other measures
were used for MLR for boys (n = 529) and then for girls (n = 591), so two alphas are provided (one
for boys, the other for girls). Moral values are the dependent variable in the MLR model, while others
are the independent ones (or predictors). See the Tables I, II, III and IV for detailed information
about the wording, coding, and descriptive statistics of the scales. All the measures were translated
into French for the purpose of the research.
Parent–child relationships
Parental attachment measures adolescents’ level of attachment to their parents. The scale consists of
four items (α = .79). High scores indicate that adolescent boys and girls have a low level of parental
attachment, or in other words, weak emotional bonds with their parents.
Child disclosure indicates to what extent adolescents spontaneously disclose information to their
parents. This scale consists of five items (α = .80). High scores indicate adolescents disclose
substantial information to their parents.
Parental solicitation indicates whether parents actively solicit information from their children
about their activities and whereabouts. This scale is measured by using five items (α = .72). High
scores indicate high level of parental solicitation.
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Parental supervision measures to what extent parents control their children’s activities. The
scale consists of six items (α = .85). High scores indicate respondents are strongly controlled by
their parents.
Warmth measures whether adolescents report affection, love, kindness, and regard from their
parents. This scale consists of four items (α = .88). High scores indicate adolescents report strong
affection, love, kindness, and regard from their parents.
Rejection is conceptualized as the opposite of warmth. It indicates the extent to which parents
actively reject and dislike their children. This scale consists of four items (α = .79). High scores
indicate adolescents report they are strongly rejected by their parents.
Structure measures the extent to which parents provide support and guidance while their
children strive to achieve desired outcomes. This scale consists of four items (α = .78). High
scores indicate respondents are strongly supported by their parents when they encounter problems
in achieving outcomes.
Chaos indicates whether parents exhibit inconsistent, arbitrary, or unpredictable behaviors or
behaviors that make achieving a goal difficult. This scale consists of four items (α = .79). High
scores indicate respondents are faced with strong inconsistent, arbitrary, or unpredictable
parental behaviors.
Autonomy support measures the extent to which parents encourage their children to express their
views and opinions and give weight to these expressions. This scale consists of four items (α = .82).
High scores indicate strong autonomy support from parents.
Coercion indicates coercive, overcontrolling, intrusive, and restrictive parenting. This scale
consists of four items (α = .71). High scores indicate respondents report strong coercion from
their parents.
Parental attachment measures come from Pauwels and Svensson (2010). Child disclosure, par-
ental solicitation, and parental supervision measures come from Stattin and Kerr (2000). The six
dimensions of warmth, rejection, structure, chaos, autonomy support, and coercion come from
Skinner, Johnson, and Snyder (2005).
Moral values and moral emotions
Moral values measure respondents’ personal evaluation of how right or wrong is the breaching of
some rules. The scale consists of 16 items (α = .90 for boys; α = .88 for girls). High scores indicate
that respondents strongly adhere to conventional moral values. Because this scale did not follow
a normal distribution, we used 25th and 75th percentiles of the distributions as cut-off points in
order to divide the distribution into three categories. For the first category, low morality, the
defining ranges were 0 to 2.250 for boys (n = 125) and 0 to 2.500 for girls (n = 146). For
the second category, moderate morality, the defining ranges were 2.251 to 2.999 for boys (n =
229) and 2.501 to 3.187 for girls (n = 285). Finally, for the third category, high morality, the defining
ranges were 3.000 to 4.000 for boys (n = 143) and 3.187 to 4.000 for girls (n = 129). There were
6.05% missing values for boys (n = 32) and 5.25% for girls (n = 31).
Anticipated guilt feelings measure the anticipated level of guilt reported by adolescents if they were
to be caught for an offense. This scale consists of six items (α = .80 for boys; α = .77 for girls). High
scores indicate adolescents would feel extremely guilty.
Anticipated shame feelings measure the anticipated level of shame reported by respondents if they
were to be caught for an offense. This scale consists of six items. Two questions were asked three
times to measure shame felt toward different significant others (parents, teachers, and peers). Items 1
and 4 measured anticipated shame toward one or both parents (r6 = .81for boys; r =. 84 for girls).
Items 2 and 5 measured anticipated shame toward one or several teachers (r = .82 for boys; r = .87
for girls). Items 3 and 6 measured anticipated shame toward peers (r = .79 for boys; r = .81 for girls).
6Here, we indicate correlations instead of alphas. Alphas should be based on at least three items. Correlations between .70 and .90
indicate high and positive relationships between variables (Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs 2003).
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High levels mean respondents would feel extremely ashamed if they had been caught for an offense
they had committed.
Measures of moral values and moral emotions were based on the questionnaire of the PADS+
study of Wikström et al. (2012), also used by Svensson et al. (2013), who investigated moral values
and moral emotions and their determinants.
Secondary socialization indicators
School social bond measures the extent of attachment and commitment of respondents to school and
to classmates and teachers. The scale consists of seven items (α = .66 for boys; α = .69 for girls).
These relatively low alphas suggest that results be interpreted with caution. High scores mean
respondents have a high level of bond to their school. These measures were based on those of
Svensson et al. (2013).
Peer delinquency measures exposure to peer delinquency (α = .93 for boys; α = .89 for girls).
High scores mean that all the adolescents’ peers have committed several types of delinquent or
deviant acts. These measures were based on the questionnaire of Huizinga, Esbensen, and
Weiher (1991).
Background variables (statistical control variables)
Gender refers to the biological sex of the respondents. Gender is coded 0 for girls and 1 for boys.
Age consists of four categories: adolescents who are age 13 years or younger (coded 1), adoles-
cents ages 14–15 years (coded 2), adolescents ages 16–17 years (coded 3), and adolescents age 18
years or older (coded 4).7
Analytical strategy
We used LCA to identify combinations of the parent–child relationships. LCA is a “person-
centered” versus “variable-centered” approach in that LCA goes several statistical approaches
further by focusing not on variables in isolation, but on groups of individuals with particular
combinations of variables (Muthén and Muthén 2000). Frequently used in psychological
studies on parenting (e.g. Kim et al. 2013; Luyckx et al. 2011), LCA is rarely used in
criminological research. Yet, this approach is useful for deriving classes or combinations of
variables that could help identify nuance and clarify previous results about parent–child
relationships and its link with moral values and emotions. Furthermore, when one is interested
in finding heterogeneous groups, LCA is useful when data include heterogeneous individuals
(Muthén and Muthén 2000).
First, we calculated descriptive statistics using adolescents’ responses on the parent–child
relationships scales. Then, we used z-scores to set the sample mean to zero and standardize all
scales in order to identify the ones that most strongly characterized each class. Variables with
a z-score greater than 0.30 or less than −0.30 were used to define the classes (e.g. Lanctôt, Lemieux,
and Mathys 2016). We considered various indicators to determine the number of classes to retain:
iterations, which ensure as little variation as possible, and the Bayesian information criterion,
which has to be as small as possible (Nylund, Asparouhov, and Muthén 2007). Further, each class
also had to include at least 5% of the sample in order to ensure acceptability for further analyses.
Taking all these criteria into account, we retained a three-class solution as the best representation
of our data (see Appendix, Table III for details). Each of the three classes represents a different
combination of variables that represents a specific parent–child relationship. We describe these
combinations in the Results section of this article.
To determine whether these combinations would predict higher or lower moral values, we
performed MLR analyses separately for boys (n = 529) and for girls (n = 591), with moral values
7Age is considered to be a control variable. Socioeconomic status (SES) was not taken into account as a control variable because the
adolescents were often unaware of their parents’ educational level or type of job (often used to measure SES).
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as a dependent variable and combinations of parent–child relationships as independent
variables.8 In preliminary analyses, we tested for the influence of background variables, such
as ethnicity and age. We found ethnicity was not significantly correlated with moral values, but
age was marginally associated with lower moral values for boys and for girls. Therefore, we
added age as a control variable. Then, we tested to what extent anticipated emotions, and also
school social bond and exposure to peer delinquency, predicted moral values. We describe the
findings in the Results section.
Multicollinearity was not a problem in our analyses (see the correlation matrix in the Appendix,
Table II), in which the highest variance inflation factor was 2.45, well below 10, the commonly
accepted rule of thumb.
Results
Latent class analysis
On the basis of the parental socialization variables of the total sample (N = 1120), we ran an LCA.
Table 1 presents means and standard deviations for parent–child relationships scales, and the
z-scores for each scale used to define the three classes.9
Class 1. Promotive relationship. This class comprised adolescents who presented high levels of
attachment to parents (−0.61), disclosure to parents (0.52), and parental solicitation (0.44), com-
pared with the average of the total sample. The level of supervision was higher than that of the mean
of the sample, although not significantly different. Regarding warmth, structure, and autonomy
support, adolescents scored high on these measures (0.69, 0.54, and 0.66, respectively) and low on
rejection, chaos, and coercion (−0.63, −0.60, and −0.36, respectively). These z-scores indicate
a combination of variables that suggests a promotive parent–child relationship.
Class 2. Detrimental relationship. Adolescents in this class indicated a low level of attachment to
parents (1.72) and tended to not disclose a lot to their parents about their activities and whereabouts
(−1.20). These adolescents reported a lower level of parental solicitation (−0.86) and parental
supervision (−0.47) than did others. They also reported a low level of parental warmth (−1.97),
Table 1. Scales descriptives and z-scores for combinations of parent–child relationships (3-class) (N = 1120).
Mean (SD) Class 1 Class 2 Class 3
N tot (1,120) (%) 550 (49.11) 95 (8.48) 475 (42.41)
n girls (591) (%) 293 (49.6) 61 (10.3) 237 (40.1)
n boys (529) (%) 257 (48.6) 34 (6.4) 238 (45.0)
Parental attachment 2.08 (1.06) −0.61 1.75 0.37
Child disclosure 3.22 (1.25) 0.52 −1.21 −0.36
Parental solicitation 3.03 (1.25) 0.44 −0.69 −0.34
Parental supervision 3.91 (1.24) 0.23 −0.47 −0.18
Warmth 3.27 (.74) 0.69 −1.97 −0.41
Rejection 1.79 (.87) −0.35 1.78 0.37
Structure 2.99 (.79) 0.54 −1.50 −0.33
Chaos 2.25 (.93) −0.60 1.25 0.44
Autonomy support 3.22 (.79) 0.63 −1.60 −0.33
Coercion 2.22 (.82) −0.36 1.20 0.18
8Note that criminological studies often use offending as the dependent variable. In the context of the Situational Action Theory,
the parental socialization process cannot directly explain offending. The socialization process is part of the developmental part of
the SAT. Indeed, socialization agents are indirect causes of crimes.
9The scales used for LCA all are significantly correlated to each other (see Appendix, Table II). Although some correlations were
rather high (e.g. .72 between warmth and autonomy support, or −.63 between rejection and autonomy support), multi-
collinearity was not a problem in our analyses, in which the VIF (variance inflation factor) scores were all well below 10 (the
highest was 3.21) and the tolerance statistics all well above 0.2, the commonly accepted rules of thumb.
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structure (−1.53), and autonomy support (−1.90). This combination suggests that these adolescents
had a detrimental parent–child relationship.
Class 3. Balanced relationship. This class comprised adolescents with a low level of parental
attachment (0.37), but this attachment is neither good nor bad (mean of 2.45 [2.08 + 0.37] on
a 5-point scale). These adolescents generally disclosed less information to their parents (−0.34) and
were less solicited (–0.34) than the mean of adolescents. Results indicate moderate disclosure and
parental solicitation. Parental supervision was lower but not significantly different from that of the
mean. They also reported a lower level of parental warmth (−0.41), structure (−0.33), and autonomy
support (−0.38). Nevertheless, the general means of these 4-point scales were high (3.27, 2.99, and
3.22, respectively), indicating that these adolescents tended to experience warmth, structure, and
autonomy support in their family, but to a low degree. Finally, they reported higher levels of
rejection (0.37) and chaos (0.44) than did the mean. These scores indicate that these adolescents
oscillated between warmth and rejection, and also structure and chaos. These z-scores indicate
a balanced combination, with a complex parent–child relationship, neither good nor bad.10
Multinomial logistic regressions
Table 2 presents the MLR model used to test combinations of parent–child relationships as
determinants of moral values for boys and girls separately. The results indicate that the model
reached statistical significance for both boys and girls (according to a likelihood ratio test, p < .05).
We used detrimental parent–child relationship (Class 2) as the reference category (B = 0 in Table 2)
because this class differs the most from the two other latent classes.
Looking at the results for girls, the greater difference is between promotive (Class 1) and
detrimental (Class 2). The girls with a promotive parent–child relationship had 2.38 (1/0.42) times
higher likelihood of having high rather than low moral values, compared with girls with
a detrimental parent–child relationship (B = −0.86, SE = 0.67, p = .20).11 In a more marginal way,
girls with a promotive relationship also had a higher likelihood (1.76) of having medium rather than
low moral values, compared with girls with a detrimental relationship (B = 0.56, SE = 0.42, p = .18).
Nevertheless, p is higher than 0.05, meaning that combinations of parent–child relationships do not
significantly predict whether girls have low, medium, or high moral values.
Concerning boys, the greater difference is also between promotive and detrimental combinations.
For example, boys with a promotive combination had 1.76 times higher likelihood of having
medium rather than low moral values, compared with boys with a detrimental parent–child relation-
ship (B = 0.57, SE = 0.51, p = .26). But because of nonsignificant results, the same conclusion can be
made for boys as for girls: the combinations of parent–child relationships do not significantly predict
the level of boys’ moral values.
Contrary to combinations of parent–child relationship, school social bond significantly predicted
whether boys and girls had low, medium, or high moral values. For example, odds ratios show that
as girls had one more unit better bond to school, the change in the odds of having high rather than
low morality was 1/0.19 = 5.26 (B = −1.66, SE = 0.33, p = .00). In short, they were more likely to have
high moral values if they had a good bond to school. For boys, regarding the same predictor and the
category high versus low, the effect size (B = −1.38, SE = 0.32, p = .00) and the odds ratio (1/0.25 =
10The distribution into classes for adjudicated and nonadjudicated adolescents (see Appendix, Table IV) indicates a similar
percentage of both groups in Class 3 (41.67% and 42.50%, respectively). For Class 1 and Class 2, distributions are different.
There are proportionally less adjudicated adolescents belonging to Class 1 (39.17%, vs. 50.30% for nonadjudicated), and more
belonging to Class 2 (19.17%, vs. 7.20% for nonadjudicated). Concerning the distribution of nonadjudicated boys and girls: this is
almost the same for Class 1, while there are proportionally slightly more girls in Class 2 and more boys in Class 3. Concerning
adjudicated adolescents, while the distribution of boys and girls is proportionally nearly the same for Class 3, we notice
proportionally twice as many boys (44.44%) as girls (23.33%) in Class 1 and three times more girls (36.67%) than boys (13.33%)
in Class 2. Although some differences exist for the repartition, we did not find a specific combination for the subgroup of
delinquent.
11Odds ratio coefficients indicate the probability that membership in one of these three classes will predict the level of morality
(low, moderate, or high).
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3.95) are lower, but the conclusion is the same. Exposure to peer delinquency also significantly
predicted adolescents’ level of moral values. For example, the results for girls indicate that as girls
had one more unit delinquent friends, the change in the odds of having low rather than high
morality was 2.58 (B = 0.95, SE = 0.46, p = .04), and the change in the odds of having low rather than
medium morality was 1/0.51 = 1.96 (B = −0.69, SE = 0.28, p = .02). But one unit increase in exposure
to peer delinquency has no significant effect on the change in the odds of having medium rather
than high morality. For boys, effect size and odds ratios are weaker, but conclusions are the same as
for girls: boys were more likely to have low moral values than high or medium moral values if they
had delinquent friends. Results indicate that effect size and odds ratios are higher for school social
bond than for peer delinquency for both boys and girls. This indicates that, in general, school social
bond is a stronger predictor of the level of moral values than is exposure to peer delinquency.
The results also indicate the effects of the moral emotions of anticipated shame and guilt on
moral values. The odds ratios tell us that as adolescents had one more unit anticipated guilt, the
change in the odds of having high rather than low moral values was 1/.05 = 20 for girls (B = −3.11,
SE = 0.46, p = .00) and 1/.05 = 20 for boys (B = −2.93, SE = 0.48, p = .00),12 meaning that in both
groups, adolescents were more likely to have high rather than low moral values if they were able to
anticipate feelings of guilt. Results indicate differences for anticipated shame, depending on the
group (boys or girls) and depending on the significant other. For boys, anticipated shame toward
parents and toward teachers are not significant predictors of the level of moral values. On the
contrary, anticipated shame toward peers is a significant predictor in one situation: as boys had one
more unit anticipated shame toward peers, the change in odds of having high rather than medium
morality was 1/0.64 = 1.58. For girls, as for boys, while anticipated shame toward teachers had no
significant effect on moral values, anticipated shame toward parents had a significant effect. The odds
ratios tell us that as girls felt one more unit of anticipated shame toward their parents, the change in
odds of having low rather than high moral values was 4.39 (B = 1.48, SE = 0.38, p = .00) and medium
rather than high moral values was 2.70 (B = 0.99, SE = 0.33, p = .00). Concerning anticipated shame
toward peers, as girls felt one more unit of anticipated shame toward their peers, the change in odds
of having high rather than low moral values is 1/0.37 = 2.70 (B = −1.00, SE = 0.30, p = .00). Contrary
to anticipated shame toward parents that predicted low moral values versus high, anticipated shame
toward peers predicted high moral values versus low. Results for anticipated shame toward peers as
predictors of moral values are comparable for boys and girls. On the contrary, anticipated shame
toward parents is significant for girls and not for boys, despite a similar direction of effects. The
sense of the effects of anticipated shame toward teachers is less consistent and never significant.
Age is a significant predictor for girls when comparing low versus high moral values, and medium
versus high moral values. In the first situation, for example, the odds ratio tells us that as girls had
one more unit of age, the change in the odds of having high rather than low moral values was 1.47 (B
= 0.39, SE = 0.12, p = .00). In short, they are more likely to have low moral values if they are older.
Discussion
The results of this study suggest that socialization agents, such as parents, school, and peers, play an
important role in the development of moral values (Wikström and Sampson 2003), the lack of which
is thought to be the main cause of crime (Wikström 2010). Previous studies have argued that
successful socialization processes lead to the internalization of moral values, which in turn leads
individuals to feel anticipatively ashamed and guilty when they consider offending. Unfortunately, it
is rare for criminological inquiries to extensively investigate socialization agents. In response, this
study sought to more deeply investigate parents as the main and first socialization agent, and to
explore the relationships of the three most important socialization agents during adolescence –
12Numbers have been rounded, which explains similar odds ratios for boys and girls, but different effect sizes.
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parents, school, and peers – and anticipated moral emotions as predictors of moral values. We
formulated four hypotheses.
First, we expected to find different combinations of parent–child relationships and expected that
these combinations would be differently associated with moral values. Our findings revealed three
combinations: promotive, detrimental, and balanced, indicating that parent–child relationships are
more complex than a binary perspective of good or bad parenting. The six dimensions of parenting
posited by Skinner, Johnson, and Snyder (2005) enabled us to nuance the traditional approach to
investigating the parent–child bond and understand this social bond more deeply. On the basis of
the three combinations, we investigated moral values as the dependent variable. Results indicate that
ascribing to one of the three combinations does not predict the level of moral values. The average age
of our sample (15.8 years) could be an explanatory element. As children grow, the importance of
secondary socialization agents, such as school and peers, increases (Sheikh and Janoff-Bulman 2010;
Weerman 2004). As such, the development of an individual’s morality is not limited to childhood. It
evolves and changes with time and the influence of different socialization agents (Wikström 2005).
Second, we hypothesized that anticipated shame (toward parents, school, and peers) and antici-
pated guilt positively predict high moral values. Our results indicate that anticipated guilt is the most
influential anticipated moral emotion for predicting moral values. These findings are in line with
recent studies that have argued that anticipated guilt has a higher predictive power of criminal
offending than does anticipated shame (e.g. Pauwels and Svensson 2015) because guilt springs from
the integration of high moral values and prevents an individual from seeing the crime in a favorable
light. Further, our findings show contrasted results for anticipated shame, depending on the
significant other. While anticipated shame toward teachers is not significant for predicting moral
values for girls nor for boys, anticipated shame toward peers is significant for predicting moral
values for both groups: to anticipate feeling ashamed toward peers in the event of a rule-breaking act
predicts higher moral values. This result highlights the degree to which attachment to peers at this
age shapes the impact that peers have on adolescents’ moral values (higher than the impact of
parents or school). Because they have integrated the prosocial moral values that they share with
peers, adolescents anticipate feelings of shame toward their friends when they consider a rule-
breaking act. Contrary to anticipated shame toward peers, anticipated shame toward parents pre-
dicted low moral values (versus high), and this result was only significant for girls. In other words,
girls who do not feel anticipatively ashamed toward parents have higher moral values. This result
contradicts the assumption of a positive relation between anticipated shame and moral values and
should be further investigated. According to some researchers, genetic and environmental factors
may explain differences in boys and girls in terms of moral emotions (Tangney and Dearing 2002);
that is, both boys and girls can feel ashamed, but the type of situation explains the differences in
feeling (e.g. Benetti-McQuoid and Bursik 2005; Manion 2003). These differences are linked to the
different social roles attributed to boys and to girls. According to Chaplin (2015), more social
expectations are placed on girls, causing them to blame themselves for their failures more readily
than do boys (Lewis, Haviland-Jones, and Barrett 2008), which can explain the differences in the
effects’ size. Splitting the anticipated shame concept enabled us to identify more nuance in the
impact of anticipated emotion on moral values and to discover unexpected relations, contrary to
studies that use only one dimension for anticipated shame.
Third, we assumed that school social bond and exposure to peer delinquency would predict moral
values; that is, a higher attachment to school predicts higher conventional moral values, and the
higher one’s level of exposure to peer delinquency, the less likely they are to adhere to moral values.
Findings indicate support for this hypothesis for both boys and girls. While combinations of parent–
child relationships did not show a significant effect on moral values, the two other socialization
agents displayed a significant effect. These findings align with studies that have shown that
adolescence is a time of increasing impact of secondary socialization agents on adolescents’ moral
values that confirm or change those values (Sheikh and Janoff-Bulman 2010; Weerman 2004). Our
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results also align with those of Svensson, Pauwels, and Weerman (2017a), whose findings confirmed
that attachment to school and peers affects moral values.
Fourth, we expected that, although effect size may be different for boys and girls, previous
hypotheses apply to both. Our results show that even though age seems to have a significant impact
on girls’ level of moral values that anticipated shame toward parents is a significant predictor for this
group, and that despite different effect size, mechanisms appear to be similar for both boys and for
girls: combinations do not significantly predict the level of moral values, school social bond and peer
delinquency are two significant predictors of the level of moral values and act in the same direction,
anticipated guilt is the most significant predictor of the level of moral values, and anticipated shame
toward school and peers does not have a significant impact on their moral values. These results are
in line with theories and studies arguing that common factors can explain involvement in crime by
both boys and girls (De Coster, Heimer, and Cumley 2013; Ivert et al. 2018; Meier 2010; Moffitt et al.
2001). Moffitt et al. (2001) indicate that risk factors for delinquent behavior are more similar than
different for both genders. Although we do not adopt a “risk factors” approach and mentioned the
necessary need to take an integrated criminological framework into account that emphasizes
“mechanisms” (what risk factors’ approaches do not), our results are in line with the perspective
of Moffitt et al. (2001). According to Wikström et al. (2012), what explains the gender gap in crime
involvement is not different factors but differences on these factors (Hirtenlehner and Treiber 2017;
Weerman et al. 2016).
Study limitations
Some limitations in this study should be taken into account. First, this study has a cross-sectional design.
Moral values and anticipated moral emotions, but also socialization variables, are measured at one point
in time. Our results showing that the level of moral values is not significantly dependent on parent–child
relationships could be associated with the age of the adolescents. In other words, the same study on
younger adolescents, or even children, could reveal significant results. Furthermore, a cross-sectional
design does not demonstrate causality. Our assumptions concerning the “direction of the relationship”
(i.e. whether variables are dependent or independent) are based on theory. Our results cannot prove it.
Longitudinal studies could address this limitation and evaluate changes over time in the impact of
socialization agents on individuals’ morality. Second, although this study used LCA, which enabled
a deeper investigation of parental socialization, combinations should be further investigated, especially
the “balanced” combination. The complexity within families could partly explain the “balanced”
combination. For example, questions were asked regarding “parents” without distinguishing between
both (biological) parents, with whom relationships could be totally different. Furthermore, youth may
have adoptive parents, or stepparents, or other parental figures, making it even more difficult to answer
questions. Therefore, further investigation is needed. Third, although this study emphasizes how
important it is to investigate the parent–child social bond more profoundly, further studies are needed
to increase our understanding of other social bonds as well, particularly those with school and peers, to
bring to light their complexity and contribute to the understanding of juvenile delinquency. Fourth,
although a sample with a maximal heterogeneity was necessary, the combination of a community-based
subsample and a delinquent subsample implies methodological precautions given the different nature of
both subsamples. The methodological implications of such a combination need to be investigated.
Finally, this study does not take into account biological markers in the explanation of moral values.
Thus, it remains possible that some statistical effects are confounded (Sariaslan et al. 2013).
Despite these limitations, this study used a large and heterogeneous sample to help reveal the
complexity between socialization agents, moral emotions, and moral values. It also suggests a way to
better understand and operationalize social bonds, which is necessary to capture the complexity of
socialization processes and their influence on individuals’ morality (moral values and moral emotions).
This study suggests that no significant relationship exists between combinations of parent–child
relationships and moral values, indicating that other socialization agents (school and peers) may have
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a greater impact on adolescents’ moral values. Although it lends nuance to the impact of parental bond
on adolescents’ moral values, our study is in line with the bioecological model of Bronfenbrenner
(Bronfenbrenner and Ceci 1994; Bronfenbrenner and Morris 2006), which argues that children evolve
in different social environments that influence each other, and together they form a moral context. The
influence of these socialization agents evolves as children get older and school and peers become more
important. Our study is also in line with the main premise of SAT, that social bonds are the cause of
moral values and moral emotions (Wikström 2010). According to SAT, individuals with high moral
values will not see crime as an acceptable action when they are confronted by a situation that tempts
them to commit a crime. Nevertheless, our study lends nuance to the role of anticipated shame and
anticipated guilt in explaining moral values. While anticipated guilt is an important predictor of moral
values, anticipated shame is inconsistent, depending on the significant other. Braithwaite (1989) argued
that a key to successful crime prevention is to make offenders ashamed about what they have done, in
order to decrease future offending, and indeed, shame has long been considered the most painful moral
emotion (Tangney and Dearing 2002). Our study seems to suggest that from the perspective of crime
prevention, offenders’ anticipated feelings of guilt may be more critical than anticipated feelings of
shame. Further research is needed to investigate the inconsistency of anticipated shame and enhance the
understanding of the complex and probably bidirectional relationships between moral values and moral
emotions. Further panel studies are necessary to capture the within-individual-level changes in moral
values and moral emotions and the impact of socialization agents at different stages in the life course.
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APPENDIX
Table I. Descriptive statistics relating to scales used in latent class analysis (N = 1120).
Construct α Mean SD
Parental attachment .79 2.08 1.06
from “totally agree” (1) to “totally disagree” (5)
You get along with your parents 1.76 .91
Remarks of your parents are important 1.95 .97
You like to spend free time with your parents 1.93 .98
You talk with your parents if you have a problem 2.69 1.34
Child disclosure .80 3.22 1.25
from “never” (1) to “always” (5)
You spontaneously tell your parents about your friends 3.22 1.22
You want to tell your parents about school 2.92 1.24
You keep a lot of secrets from your parents about what you do during your free time (reverse coded) 3.13 1.29
You hide a lot from your parents about what you do during nights and weekends (reverse coded) 3.96 1.21
You like to tell your parents about what you did and where you went during the evening 2.88 1.30
Parental solicitation .72 3.03 1.25
from “never” (1) to “always” (5)
Your parents talk with your friends when they come over to your house 3.78 1.14
Your parents ask you about what happened during your free time 3.51 1.16
Your parents have initiated a conversation with you about your free time (during the past month) 2.45 1.37
Your parents have extra time to sit down and listen to you when you talk about what happened during
your free time
2.74 1.28
Your parents ask you to sit and tell them what happened at school on a regular school day 2.67 1.29
Parental supervision
from “never” (1) to “always” (5)
.85 3.91 1.24
You must have parental permission before you go out during the weeknights 4.35 1.19
If you go out on a Saturday evening, you must inform your parents beforehand about who will be along as
well as where you will be going
4.33 1.15
If you have been out past curfew, your parents require that you explain why and tell who you were with 3.96 1.31
Your parents demand that they know where you are in the evenings, who
You are going to be with, and what you are going to do 4.14 1.16
You must ask your parents before you can make plans with friends about
What you will do on a Saturday night 4.08 1.31
Your parents require that you tell them how you spend your money 2.60 1.33
Warmth
from “totally false” (1) to “totally true” (4)
.88 3.27 .74
Your parents let you know they love you 3.32 .74
Your parents enjoy being with you 3.33 .69
Your parents are always glad to see you 3.23 .75
Your parents think you are special 3.20 .77
Rejection .79 1.79 .87
from “totally false” (1) to “totally true” (4)
Sometimes you wonder if your parents like you 1.95 .99
Your parents think you are always in the way 1.72 .80
Your parents make you feel like you are not wanted 1.43 .69
Nothing you do is good enough for your parents 2.05 .96
Structure
from “totally false” (1) to “totally true” (4)
.78 2.99 .79
When you want to do something, your parents show you how 2.72 .78
When you want to understand how something works, your parents explain it to you 3.08 .73
If you ever have a problem, your parents help you figure out what to do about it 3.17 .75
Your parents explain the reasons for your family rules 2.99 .90
Chaos .79 2.25 .93
from “totally false” (1) to “totally true” (4)
When your parents make a promise, you don’t know if they will keep it 2.31 .97
When your parents say they will do something, sometimes they don’t really do it 2.52 .89
Your parents keep changing the rules on you 1.89 .86
Your parents get mad at you with no warning 2.28 .98
Autonomy support .82 3.22 .79
from “totally false” (1) to “totally true” (4)
(Continued )
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Table I. (Continued).
Construct α Mean SD
Your parents trust you 3.17 .83
Your parents accept you for yourself 3.40 .75
Your parents let you do the things you think are important 3.37 .71
Your parents try to understand your point of view 2.95 .85
Coercion .71 2.22 .82
from “totally false” (1) to “totally true” (4)
Your parents are always telling you what to do 2.44 .80
Your parents boss you 2.63 .84
Your parents think there is only one right way to do things – their way 2.22 .94
Your parents say “no” to everything 1.58 .66
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Table IV. Distribution of adolescents in the three classes.
Class 1 Class 2 Class 3
N tot (1,120) (%) 550 (49.11%) 95 (8.48%) 475 (42.41%)
n adjudicated (120) (%) 47 (39.17%) 23 (19.17%) 50 (41.67%)
Girls (30) (%) 7 (23.33%) 11 (36.67%) 12 (40.00%)
Boys (90) (%) 40 (44.44%) 12 (13.33%) 38 (42.22%)
n nonadjudicated (1,000) (%) 503 (50.30%) 72 (7.20%) 425 (42.50%)
Girls (561) (%) 286 (50.98%) 50 (8.91%) 225 (40.11%)
Boys (439) (%) 217 (49.43%) 22 (5.01%) 200 (45.56%)
Table III. Latent class analysis – models with 1 to 6 classes (N = 1120).
Models
Number
of classes AIC BIC
Adjusted
BIC Entropy Sizes Bootstrap
Model 1 1 class 31634 31734 31670 na 1120 na
Model 2 2 classes 28622 28778 28679 0.882 346;774 0.0000
Model 3 3 classes 27533 27744 27611 0.890 550;95;475 0.0002
Model 4 4 classes 27148 27414 27246 0.870 28;438;460;194 0.0122
Model 5 5 classes 26900 27222 27018 0.866 27;389;457;83;164 0.3665
Model 6 6 classes 26681 27058 26819 0.868 69;394;156;97;379;25 0.0698
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